REMARKS 

This is in response to the Office Action of February 8, 2007. In that Office Action, 
claims 1-3, 6-9 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leeuwestein. 

At the outset, Applicant expresses his appreciation to the Examiner for the 
indicated allowability of claims 4-5, 10-11, 13-14 and 16-17 (subject to these claims 
being rewritten in independent form). Applicant also expresses his appreciation of the 
withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). 

With respect to the pending rejection of claims 1-3, 6-9 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 
103, Applicant nonetheless traverses the rejection and submits that independent claims 
1 and 15 would not have been obvious in view of the disclosure in Leeuwestein . As 
previously noted, the embodiments of Figures 1 and 7 on the one hand and Figure 3 on 
the other hand of the Leeuwestein reference, depict two alternative embodiments of roll 
stands for rolling rod-like stock. The means by which the roll is fixed on (and removed 
from) the roller spindles are fundamentally different. There is absolutely no suggestion 
that the two alternative embodiments could or should be combined. The question thus 
becomes, "why would one of skill combine these two alternative features?" It is settled 
that a rejection cannot be predicated on the mere identification of individual components 
of claimed limitations. Rather, "particular findings must be made as to the reason a 
skilled artisan with no knowledge of the claimed invention would have selected these 
components for combination in the manner claimed." ( In re Kotzab , 217 F3d 1365, 
1371 Fed.Cir. 2000). 
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With all due respect, the Office has provided no reason why one of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to combine these alternative methods into a single 
embodiment without any appreciation of the problem recognized by the Applicant i.e., 
how to prevent the roll from moving out of its axial position during the settling of the 
interference fit without the time consuming and cumbersome use of external clamps. 
Stated differently, while each of the alternative embodiments may solve a problem in 
their own right, the problem addressed by the present invention is not appreciated. 
Without recognition of the problem, why would one have been led to the solution as 
arrived at by the Applicant? For this reason, Applicant submits that claim 1 and its 
dependent claims and claim 15 are non-obvious and should be allowed. 

The undersigned requests an opportunity to discuss the differences 
between Leeuwestein and the claimed invention in a telephone interview to be 
scheduled at the Examiner's convenience and prior to any issuance of the next 
action on the merits in the present application. 
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Respectfully submitted, 




Andrew G. Kolomayets 
Reg. No. 33,723 



Page 7 of 8 



